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Intergenerational differences in customer engagement behaviours: An 
analysis of social tourism websites. 
 
Abstract 
This paper explores differences among generations X, Y, and Z in customer engagement 
behaviours. Specifically, it analyses differences in customer behaviours in social tourism 
websites and the effects of self-efficacy and satisfaction on these behaviours. Based on 
an empirical study with a sample of 346 social tourism websites users, the results show 
that, in Generation X, self-efficacy exerts a higher effect on WOM than the other 
generations. In Generation Y, satisfaction influences information searches and hotel 
bookings more than for the others. Generation Z is more prone to give referrals than the 
other two generations.   
 




In the last few years there has been an increasing interest in generational analysis to 
understand customer behaviour in tourism (Huang and Lu, 2017; Luna-Cortés, 2018). 
Most previous research focuses on intergenerational differences with regards to 
destination preferences (Li et al., 2013; Huang and Lu, 2017) and information search 
(Beldona, 2005; Li et al., 2013; Huang and Lu, 2017). In the specific context of online 
platforms, the literature has mainly examined differences between generations in the 
content creation of online reviews and the use of other travellers’ content (Amaro et al. 
2016; TripAdvisor, 2016). However, there is a need to analyse generational differences 
from a broader viewpoint, including the recently defined Generation Z, and to study 
customer engagement behaviours, such as providing feedback to companies and 
spreading WOM.  
The main purpose of this paper is to analyse the differences between Generations X, Y 
and Z in customer engagement behaviours in social tourism websites. These websites are 
tourism-specific social media sites, such as Booking, TripAdvisor and Expedia, that allow 
customers to share their travel experiences. Specifically, the goals of this research are 
twofold. First, to analyse the effect of the variable generations in customer engagement 
behaviours; Second, to study the moderating effects of the variable generations in the 
relations between self-efficacy and customer engagement behaviours and between 
satisfaction and customer engagement behaviours in these websites. In the previous 
literature, both self-efficacy and satisfaction have been considered crucial antecedents of 
customer engagement behaviours. Specifically, self-efficacy is particularly important to 
explain customer behaviours in technological environments (Cheung and Chan, 2000; 
Vijayasarathy, 2004) and satisfaction is probably the most commonly used variable to 
explain behaviours such as purchase, repurchase, spreading WOM or giving referrals 
(Verhoef et al., 2002; Pansari and Kumar, 2016). Therefore, this study analyses the 
moderating effect of generations with these variables. 
From an academic perspective, this work contributes by analysing the differences and 
similarities between the generations in customer engagement behaviours in the light of 
contextual differences. From a managerial point of view, our findings can help managers 
of social tourism websites segment customers based on generational differences. 
 
2. Literature review 
2.1. Generational cohorts 
A generation is defined as an “aggregate of all people born over roughly the span of a 
phase of life who share a common location in history and, hence, a common collective 
persona” (Strauss and Howe, 1997; p. 61). Generational cohort theory was originally 
developed by Mannheim (1952) and assumes that a generation of individuals shares the 
same set of values, attitudes, and behaviours, as a result of experiencing the same 
economic, political, and social events in their formative years (Inglehart, 1977).  
Generation X, also referred to as ‘Gen X’, is defined as people born between the mid-
sixties and the late-seventies (Berkup, 2014). They have experienced historical events, 
such as the moon landings and the fall of the Berlin Wall, they have learnt to tolerate the 
diversity of the changing world and have gained more creativity, as they grew up in more 
restricted environments than subsequent generations (Berkup, 2014). As a consequence 
of contextual factors, such as broken homes and workaholic parents, this generation is 
particularly individualist, it engages in financial planning, and has high self-reliance 
(Berkup, 2014; Wiedmer 2015). Gen X has also gone through the technological 
revolution and important media developments. Individuals from this generation have seen 
the growth of TV and computers during childhood and adolescence (Li et al., 2013) and 
information from mass media is important to them (Gardiner et al., 2014). They have also 
experienced the arrival of the Internet. In fact, they are the first digital immigrants. 
Generation Y, also known as ‘Gen Y’, or ‘millennials’, were born between 1980 and the 
mid-nineties (Berkup, 2014). Marjanen et al. (2019) characterised individuals from this 
generation as highly consumption-oriented, with sophisticated tastes and shopping 
preferences. This generation sees work as less central to their lives, and they are more 
prone than previous generations to leave their jobs if they are seen as boring or lacking in 
meaning (Maital, 2014). Generation Y is well-informed, investigative and loyal (Li et al., 
2013) and heavily influenced by their peers (Nusair et al., 2012). This generation wants 
to build relationships with the brands they buy, so that companies need to create brands 
that are cool, real, unique, inspire happiness and allow identification between the 
customer and the brand (van den Bergh and Behrer, 2011). With regards the use of 
technology, people from this generation have witnessed the widespread growth of the 
Internet while they were adolescents and young adults (Li et al., 2013; Berkup, 2014). 
Despite technology being part of their daily lives, and that they are known as ‘digital 
natives’, they were not born into it, but migrated to the digital world at a very early age. 
Time magazine (2013) labelled Gen Y as the ‘me-me-me generation’ for its narcissism.  
Finally, Generation Z, also referred to as ‘Gen Z’, is usually defined as those born after 
the mid-nineties (Berkup, 2014). Due to the fact that most individuals of this generation 
are still under age, it is difficult as yet to define their characteristics (Berkup, 2014).  
However, contextual factors are shaping their personalities. Generation Z has grown up 
in a world marked by the late economic crisis, and they show greater tolerance to aspects 
such as LGBT rights than previous generations (EY, 2015). They are more committed to 
helping others and the environment, and more inclined to group action, as they are aware 
of their role in the world and their responsibility to help to improve it (EY, 2015). Possibly 
the most defining characteristic of this generation is their ubiquitous use of technology. 
Members of Generation Z are marked by their use of the Internet, as it is part of their 
lives, education and their way of socialising. In fact, they are the first true digital natives. 
Living in the era of social networks and mobile devices makes Generation Z more prone 
to engage in social interaction and to co-create experiences in the virtual world than 
previous generations (Skinner et al., 2018). However, this use of technology has also 
produced an efficient but impatient generation that wants everything quickly (Berkup, 
2014). 
Despite the differential characteristics of the generations, it is difficult to predict their 
engagement behaviours in social tourism websites. As Generation Y experienced the rise 
of the Internet and social tourism websites when they were young, it is expected that they 
will search for information, book and write comments on these websites more than 
Generation X. However, previous studies have shown that this is not always the case. For 
instance, Li et al. (2013) found that Generation X considered online travel information 
sources more important than does Generation Y. This is contrary to the results obtained 
by Huang and Lu (2017), who found that the Internet, when searching for travel 
information, was more favoured by younger than by older generations. Other studies have 
suggested that the Internet is the most important travel planning tool across all generations 
(Xiang et al., 2015). Regarding online bookings, Xiang et al. (2015) found that Generation 
Y makes reservations online and uses online travel agencies more than the other 
generations. However, TripAdvisor (2015) showed that Generation X books more travel 
online than Generation Y. It is expected that Generation Z will be more likely to give 
referrals because they are more familiar with social networks; this marketing tool is 
therefore especially suitable for them. All in all, it can be expected that Generation X, 
Generation Y, and Generation Z behave differently in social tourism websites. Thus, we 
propose the following research question: 
RQ1: Does generation effect customer engagement behaviours in social tourism 
websites? 
 
2.2. Customer engagement behaviours and their determinants 
The study of customer engagement behaviours is of managerial interest, as it covers “the 
different activities of the customer that affect a firm’s performance” (Pansari and Kumar, 
2016). There are studies into social tourism websites that consider customer behaviours 
as forms of engagement, with most of them focusing on content creation (writing 
comments, rating services) and WOM (Casaló et al., 2010; Wei et al., 2013). However, 
Pansari and Kumar (2016) encourage researchers to consider other behaviours, such as 
booking a hotel, providing feedback, or giving referrals. Each time a customer books a 
hotel through a website, the company may earn a commission from the hotel. Similarly, 
customers may provide feedback to the website and give referrals to other people who 
might become users of the website. These activities are beneficial for tourism companies, 
which commonly promote them, in practice, by customer surveys and marketing actions 
aimed at attracting new business through customer referrals. In addition to these customer 
behaviours, it is also interesting to analyse the clients’ information search behaviours on 
the websites. This behaviour may also provide value to the companies, because customers 
searching for information on the website will be exposed to advertising, which can be a 
source of income. 
An important antecedent of customer behaviour is self-efficacy. This concept was first 
introduced in Bandura (1977)’s seminal paper, in which the author claimed that the 
likelihood of people engaging in a particular behaviour depended on their beliefs about 
their capabilities to undertake the behaviour. Thus, self-efficacy was defined as “people’s 
beliefs in one’s capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action required to 
produce given levels of attainments” (Bandura, 1998; p. 624).  
In the specific context of online travel behaviour, online travel self-efficacy has been 
defined as “consumers’ self-assessment of their own capabilities to purchase travel 
online” (Amaro and Duarte, 2015; p. 67). Some authors have found that self-efficacy is 
positively associated with online travel purchases (Amaro and Duarte, 2015), and with 
the use of online travel websites (Joshua and Pujani, 2014). Similarly, efficacy has also 
been shown to be an important determinant of members’ active contributions to an online 
travel community (Wang and Fesenmaier, 2003), and Lu et al. (2015) found that users 
with higher levels of self-efficacy in using travel apps tend to have higher expectations 
of the apps, which results in behavioural intentions to use them. 
Personal characteristics and contextual factors may influence the effect of this variable 
on customer behaviour. Therefore, it is interesting to analyse the role that the generation 
variable might play in the relationship between self-efficacy and customer engagement 
behaviours, so we propose the following research question: 
RQ2: Does generation effect the influence of self-efficacy on customer engagement 
behaviours? 
 
Finally, among the numerous antecedents of customer engagement behaviours, probably 
the most commonly referenced is customer satisfaction (Pansari and Kumar, 2016; van 
Doorn et al., 2010). The previous literature has provided evidence of the effect of 
customer satisfaction on purchase and repurchase behaviours, spreading WOM, and 
giving referrals (Oliver, 1980; Verhoef et al., 2002). In research into customer 
engagement, Pansari and Kumar (2016) focus on the positive relation between customer 
satisfaction and purchases. Other customer engagement behaviours can also be 
considered as consequences or manifestations of customer satisfaction. Highly satisfied 
customers exhibit more positive engagement behaviours than dissatisfied customers, and 
thereafter act in ways beneficial to the company (van Doorn et al., 2010). Some studies 
analyse the mediating and moderating effect of different variables in this relationship, 
such as personal characteristics, type of product, brand, or firm (Pansari and Kumar, 2016; 
Verhoef et al., 2002). Van Doorn et al. (2010) proved that, even if the positive effect of 
satisfaction on customer engagement behaviours is clear, less clear is how factors related 
to personal characteristics or context can moderate these effects. The generation variable 
may affect the relationship between satisfaction and customer engagement behaviours; 
therefore, we pose the following research question: 
RQ3: Does generation effect the influence of satisfaction on customer engagement 
behaviours? 
 
Figure 1 shows the proposed model underlying this research. 
[Insert Figure 1 about here] 
 
3. Methodology 
The relationships proposed in the research questions were tested using data gathered from 
customers of social tourism websites. A market research company carried out the 
fieldwork across eight major Spanish cities, to increase generalisability. The respondents 
were approached offline and data were collected by means of a personal survey of 
individuals who had booked a hotel on any social tourism website in the previous 12 
months. From a list of popular tourism websites, the respondents had to take the one they 
had used most recently and give their opinions about it. 
Given that there is no standard criterion to establish the exact range of years for each 
generation, we adopted the most common range from previous studies, which are: 1965 
to 1979 for Generation X, 1980 to 1995 for Generation Y, and 1996 to 2000 for 
Generation Z (as we surveyed only adult members of this generation). The market 
research company applied non-probabilistic quota sampling by identifying individuals 
within these generations, until they achieved a target number of respondents (350 in total). 
They also applied a control of veracity on 20% of the questionnaires and performed new 
surveys when they detected incomplete or non-reliable returns (e.g., the same answer for 
all the questions). After excluding four questionnaires because of outlier data, the final 
sample consisted of 346 individuals. Table 1 shows the profile of the final sample. 
[Insert Table 1 about here] 
All the scales were measured by 10-point Likert-type questions. Self-efficacy was 
measured using two items from Amaro et al. (2016), in the context of online travel. 
Satisfaction was measured through three items from studies in the hospitality sector 
(Bravo et al., 2018). Customer engagement were analysed by asking respondents about 
their intentions to engage in various behaviours. Specifically, scales used in social 
networks settings were used to measure intentions to make bookings (Kim et al., 2009), 
to search for information (Banks et al., 2010), and to create content (Banks et al., 2010). 
A scale taken from Bravo et al. (2018)’s study into the hospitality sector measured 
intention to spread WOM. Finally, Kumar and Pansari (2016)’s study, conducted across 
different firms and industries, is the source of the scale to measure intentions to provide 
feedback and to give referrals. All these scales of intentions used three items, except for 
intention to book, which relied on two items. 
Since completion of the study they have been translated into English and the accuracy of 
the translation was verified by the research team and an experienced English proof-reader. 
Moreover, problems of common-method bias were avoided using two statistical 
procedures. First, the authors verified that the scales were not correlated with a non-
related question included in the questionnaire. Second, a full collinearity test yielded 
variance inflation factor (VIF) values lower than 3.3 (Podsakoff et al., 2003). These, and 
the other analyses in the study, were performed with IBM SPSS Statistics 22.0.  
Table 2 shows the items used in the scales and their descriptive statistics.  
[Insert Table 2 about here] 
 
4. Results 
4.1. Descriptive analysis 
Before testing the hypotheses, a comparative analysis was performed on the answers 
given by the different generations. First, self-efficacy, satisfaction, and the six types of 
engagement behaviours were built as the average of the values the respondents gave to 
their constituent items. In all cases, Cronbach’s alpha values were above 0.7, which 
confirmed construct reliability (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). Second, the statistical 
means obtained for each factor and generation were compared through one-way ANOVA 
tests (see Table 3). 
[Insert Table 3 about here] 
As shown in Table 3, customer assessments for each factor were quite homogeneous, 
regardless of generation, which may be because all the respondents had recent 
experiences in social tourism websites. Except for intentions to create content (M = 4.46) 
and provide feedback (M = 6.36), all the statistical means were above 7 on a 0-to-10 scale. 
According to the results of the ANOVA tests, referrals is the only factor that statistically 
differs among the generations (F-test = 6.44; p<0.01). Scheff post-hoc tests reveal that 
members of Gen Z are more willing to give referrals for social tourism websites that those 
of Gen X (MGZ = 8.00; MGX = 6.76; p<0.01) and Gen Y (MGZ = 8.00; MGY = 7.14; p<0.05). 
There are no statistical differences for referral intentions between Gen X and Gen Y (MGX 
= 6.76; MGY = 7.14; p = 0.55). 
 
4.2. Regression analyses 
Six hierarchical multiple regressions, one for each type of engagement behaviour, were 
estimated to test the effects of self-efficacy, satisfaction, and generation on engagement 
behaviours. The results obtained are shown in Table 4.  
The first model considered only self-efficacy and satisfaction as independent variables. 
A second model added two dummies representing Gen X (1, 0 values) and Gen Y (1, 0 
values), Gen Z being the case where both dummies have 0 values. For example, the final 
estimated equations for intention to search are:  
SEARCHi = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1SELFi + 𝛽2SATi + 𝜀𝑖  (1) 
SEARCHi = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1SELFi + 𝛽2SATi + 𝛽3GENXi + 𝛽4GENYi + 𝜀𝑖 (2), 
where i denotes the individual and the variables are intention to search (SEARCH), self-
efficacy (SELF), satisfaction (SAT), Gen X (GENX), and Gen Y (GENY). Dummy 
variables were also added to control the effect of the website. 
As expected, the results of the first model show that self-efficacy and satisfaction have 
positive effects on engagement behaviours towards social tourism websites. For self-
efficacy, the results confirm the positive effect of this variable on intentions to search (β 
= 0.28; p<0.01), to book (β = 0.18; p<0.01), to spread WOM (β = 0.11; p<0.05), to create 
content (β = 0.29; p<0.01), and to provide feedback (β = 0.23; p<0.01), whereas the 
relationship between self-efficacy and the intention to give referrals is not significant 
(p>0.1). 
Satisfaction has the strongest effect on intention to spread WOM (β = 0.69; p<0.01) and 
positively influences intentions to search (β = 0.39; p<0.01), to book (β = 0.42; p<0.01), 
to give referrals (β = 0.44; p<0.01) and, to a lesser extent, intentions to provide feedback 
(β = 0.15; p<0.05) and to create content (β = 0.12; p<0.1).  
The estimates from Model 2 indicate that the inclusion of generation is an improvement 
on the first model in the case of intention to search (F-var.= 3.58; p<0.05), to book (F-
var.= 2.73; p<0.1), and to give referrals (F-var.= 5.68; p<0.01). These results show that 
generation may influence customer engagement behaviours towards social tourism 
websites, which gives RQ1 an affirmative answer.  
A closer look at the data shows that both Gen X and Gen Y have a significant influence 
on intention to search (βX = 0.12; βY = 0.10; tX = 2.52; tY = 2.08), to book (βX = 0.09; βY = 
0.10; tX = 1.93; tY = 2.13), and to give referrals (βX = -0.19; βY = -0.13; tX = -3.29; tY = -
2.32). These results mean that Gen Z’s behavioural intentions differ from the others, as 
they are more likely to give referrals but less likely to search for information and to book 
hotels in a specific social tourism website. 
Gen X might be more willing, in comparison to the other generations, to provide feedback 
to the website company, since this variable exerted a positive and significant effect at 
95% confidence level (βX = 0.12; βY = 0.09; tX = 2.05; tY = 1.55). However, the effect was 
not strong enough to improve the first model (F-var.= 2.26; p = 0.11). 
[Insert Table 4 about here] 
 
To estimate the interaction or moderating effects between the variables, six new 
hierarchical regressions were estimated, in which we compared the second model against 
a third model that included all the interaction terms. For example, in the case of intention 
to search, the new model is:  
SEARCHi = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1SELFi + 𝛽2SATi + 𝛽3GENXi + 𝛽4GENYi + 𝛽5SELF𝑖SATi +
𝛽6SELF𝑖GENXi + 𝛽7SELF𝑖GENY𝑖 + 𝛽8SAT𝑖GENXi + 𝛽9SAT𝑖GENYi +
𝛽10SELF𝑖SAT𝑖GENX𝑖 + 𝛽11SELF𝑖SAT𝑖GENY𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖 (3), 
where i denotes the individual and the variables are intention to search (SEARCH), self-
efficacy (SELF), satisfaction (SAT), Gen X (GENX), and Gen Y (GENY). Dummy 
variables were also added to control the effect of the website. 
As the inclusion of interaction terms caused severe multicollinearity problems, the 
estimations were repeated using mean-centred variables for the interaction terms. This 
approach, which involves building new variables by subtracting the original variable from 
its average, is an effective way of reducing correlation between variables (Aiken and 
West, 1991). The results obtained are shown in Table 5. 
[Insert Table 5 about here] 
 
In accordance with RQ2 and RQ3, the third model only improves on the previous models 
for the variable intention to spread WOM (F-var.= 2.23; p<0.05). Specifically, self-
efficacy shows a higher effect on intention to spread WOM for Gen X than for the other 
generations (β = 0.19; p<0.01) whereas the effect of satisfaction on WOM is the opposite 
(β = -0.16; p<0.05). Moreover, regardless of the F-variation between the models, this 
analysis reveals other interesting patterns that affect some of these direct effects reported 
above. Compared to the other generations, in Gen X satisfaction is less related to intention 
to create content (β = -0.19; p<0.1), and has a coefficient close to zero for intention to 
search and to book. In Gen Y, satisfaction shows a stronger influence on intention to 
search (β = 0.13; p<0.1) and to book (β = 0.15; p<0.05).  
The existence of moderating effects suggests that the effects of Gen Y on intention to 
search and of Gen X on intention to book are weakened to the point that they are no longer 
significant (p>0.1). Intention to give referrals is also not related to Gen Y in Model 3, 
although no moderating effects were found in this case. Hence, these results suggest that 
the main variable that distinguishes Gen Z from the other generations is intention to give 




In line with previous research, this paper confirms that individuals from different 
generations have different behaviours in online settings (Amaro et al., 2016). However, 
by taking a step further than previous literature, our study shows that differences across 
generations arise even when all the respondents are online customers. 
The results suggest that Gen Z is the most differentiated generation. In particular, future 
intentions to search for information and to book on the same social tourism website are 
higher for Gen X and Y than for Gen Z. Gen X is also more willing to provide feedback 
to the website. This can be explained because Gen X and Y value loyalty more 
(Pendergast, 2009), whereas members of Gen Z are not afraid of continuous change and 
have no sense of commitment (Bencsik et al., 2016). On the contrary, it was found that 
Gen Z is more likely to give referrals than Gen X and Gen Y. This is consistent with the 
notion that members of Gen Z engage more on social networking sites and have a broader 
range of friends on these sites to whom to send referrals. As a result of having grown up 
in the age of social media, they are more familiar with these types of promotional 
activities (Berkup, 2014; Skinner, 2018) and, therefore, are more willing to use them.  
Regarding interaction effects, self-efficacy exerted higher effects on intention to spread 
WOM for Gen X. Members of Gen X need to feel confident about their skills in using the 
website in order to spread WOM. The reason behind this result may be that younger 
generations are more tech-savvy (Bennet et al., 2008). In addition, members of Gen X 
have used traditional travel agencies more. Therefore, social tourism websites have more 
novelty for them than for Gen Y and Gen Z. In consequence, they need to be sure that 
they know how to use the website before recommending it to others. On the contrary, 
evidence was found, for Gen X, that satisfaction with the social tourism website had lower 
effects on intention to spread WOM and intention to create content. This means that, even 
if members of Gen X are satisfied with the site, they are less prone to spread WOM and 
to create content than younger generations, as the latter are more active on social 
networking sites (Berkup, 2014).  
Moreover, the results reflect that, for Gen Y, satisfaction with the social tourism website 
exerted higher effects on intention to search for information and book a room through the 
site. As these are signs of loyalty to the site, we can infer that satisfaction is a more 
important driver for remaining loyal to a website for members of Gen Y than for members 
of the other generations. Therefore, only when members of Gen Y are satisfied will they 
be loyal to the social tourism website. This is consistent with the idea that members of 
this generation are investigative and well-informed (Tapscott, 1998; Chiopu et al., 2016) 
and value loyalty (Pendergast, 2009).  
 
5.2. Theoretical implications 
This study offers a number of theoretical contributions to academic research. First of all, 
existing studies using generational analysis to understand customer behaviours in tourism 
have mostly compared the travel behaviours of the Silent Generation, Baby Boomers, 
Generation X and Generation Y (Beldona, 2005; Li et al., 2013; Gardiner et al., 2014; 
Luna-Cortés et al., 2018). However, Generation Z has received limited attention in the 
literature. This study fills this gap by empirically analysing the intergenerational 
differences between Generation X, Generation Y, and Generation Z in the specific context 
of social tourism websites.  
Second, most research drawing on generational cohort theory to understand tourists’ 
behaviours has mainly focused on a limited set of variables, destination preferences (Li 
et al., 2013; Huang and Lu, 2017), information search (Beldona, 2005; Li et al., 2013; 
Huang and Lu, 2017) and motivations for travelling (Huang and Lu, 2017). In the specific 
context of tourism websites, the scope has been even narrower, with most of the research 
limited to the analysis of the use of other travellers’ content and the creation of online 
reviews (Amaro et al. 2016; TripAdvisor, 2016). Therefore, this study advances 
knowledge by empirically analysing both transactional and non-transactional customer 
engagement behaviours on social tourism websites. In particular, it contributes to the 
understanding of different actions, such as searching for information, booking, spreading 
WOM, creating content, providing feedback and giving referrals, which are of high 
importance on social tourism websites. In addition, this study advances previous research 
by testing the direct effect of generations on customer engagement behaviours and their 
interaction effects with satisfaction with the site and perceived self-efficacy in using the 
site.  
 
5.3. Managerial implications  
As in other sectors, satisfaction is a requirement for positive customer responses towards 
social tourism websites. For all the generations, self-efficacy is also an important requisite 
for customers to engage with online platforms. Consequently, it is crucial for social 
tourism websites to promote these activities and make the sites easy to use.  
The results obtained indicate that the three generations may be attractive for tourism 
websites. Gen X are more willing to search and provide feedback to the same webpage. 
Gen Y is more likely to re-book on the same platform and Gen Z is more prone to give 
referrals. The key is how to retain these different profiles and turn them into loyal 
customers, which may be more challenging with Gen Z. Members of Gen X are usually 
loyal customers, Gen Y will be loyal depending on whether they are satisfied with the 
website, and Gen Z will readily shift their choices regardless of previous experiences.  
The first step for social tourism websites should be to classify their visitors by means of 
online technologies (e.g., cookies) or direct questions. For example, a question about year 
of birth is common for accessing for a first time those websites appropriate only for 
consumers of legal age. Besides controlling users’ ages for privacy and legal reasons, 
social tourism websites could benefit from this information by categorising individuals 
according to generation. When they have allocated website visitors to a specific 
generation, tourism websites might be able to offer customised content to lead these 
visitors towards desired behaviours.  
The results of the present study show that the customer’s perception of self-efficacy is 
more important for members of Gen X than for other generations as a motivator to spread 
WOM. As this generation is relatively less tech savvy and more loyal than younger 
generations, it is particularly important that managers of social tourism websites pay 
special attention to aspects such as ease of use. When searching for a hotel, the webpage’s 
results list should not be overwhelmingly aimed at these individuals and prioritise only 
those hotels or destinations where they have previously stayed. Moreover, their 
purchasing processes might be simplified by including “expanding views” menus, which 
would “hide” those options less likely to be selected. 
Unlike Gen X, we can expect that members of Gen Z are more open to novelty and social 
interactions and are not afraid of technology and information overload. They may be more 
attracted by discounts in subsequent purchases and rewards, and by social networks where 
they can access and share content with their peers. Websites could be made more 
appealing for Gen Z by introducing game elements (e.g., points and medals) (Skinner et 
al., 2018). 
Satisfaction is the key for attracting Gen Y. This group is also tech-savvy and well-
informed, and their intentions to search for and to book a hotel are contingent on their 
previous satisfaction. Hence, it is crucial for tourism companies to examine the customer 
journey of these individuals in depth, and pinpoint those moments that might affect their 
satisfaction. A start point may be to monitor website metrics, such as conversion rates, 
bounce rates of specific pages (e.g., pages about payment) and interactions with specific 
contents (likes, comments, etc.), across the generations. 
 
5.4. Limitations and future research lines 
In order to generalize the results, future research should replicate this study in countries 
other than Spain and collect longitudinal data to examine the interactions between the 
examined variables over time. Second, this study focuses on the three youngest 
generations of consumers (Generation X, Generation Y, and Generation Z). Although 
these are the heaviest users of social tourism websites, it would be interesting for future 
research also to include older generations (i.e., Baby Boomers) to better understand 
generational differences in customer engagement behaviours. The specific role of 
psychological variables and sociodemographic variables underlying each generation 
could also be examined to discover whether generation better explains customer 
behaviour than these individual variables. Even where intergenerational differences are 
not the main focus of further customer engagement studies, generational effects should 
be considered, at least as a control variable. 
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Figure 1. Proposed model 
 




















Table 1. Sample composition 
Profile category  Frequency Percentage (%) 
Generation Gen X (1965-1979) 115 33.2 
Gen Y (1980-1995) 117 33.8 
Gen Z (1996-2000) 114 33.0 
Gender Women 212 61.3 
 Men 134 38.7 
Social tourism website Booking 196 56.6 
Trivago 61 17.6 
Kayak 32 9.2 
TripAdvisor 25 7.2 
Hoteles.com 15 4.3 
Expedia 12 3.5 
Atrapalo 2 0.6 
Centraldereservas.com 1 0.3 
Lastminute 1 0.3 
Experience in creating 
content in the website 
Yes 110 31.8 
No 236 68.2 
Receive rewards for 
creating content 
Yes 38 11.0 
No 308 89.0 
 
  
Table 2. Composition of the scales 
Note: X refers to the specific tourism website indicated by each respondent. 
  
Scales Mean SD Skew Kurtosis 
Self-efficacy (Amaro et al., 2010)     
SELF1. I am proficient in using the Internet for booking hotels 6.96 2.13 -0.63 0.03 
SELF2. I feel confident that I can use the Internet to book hotels 7.29 1.99 -0.83 0.53 
Satisfaction (Ali et al. 2016; Bravo et al., 2018)     
SAT1. I am satisfied with my decision to have booked through X 7.66 1.67 -0.82 0.48 
SAT2. My choice to book through X was a wise one 7.68 1.68 -0.72 0.30 
SAT3. I think I did the right thing when I chose X 7.60 1.71 -0.72 0.27 
Intention to search for information (Banks et al., 2010)     
SEARCH1. I intend to search for information on X for my next trip 7.62 1.86 -1.04 1.51 
SEARCH2. In the future, I would like to read comments about hotels on X 7.40 2.13 -1.04 1.47 
SEARCH3. In my next trip, I plan to consult reviews of the hotels on X 7.63 1.89 -0.87 1.13 
Intention to book (Kim et al., 2009)     
BOOK1. When I need to book a hotel, I will use X as my first option 6.91 2.25 -0.52 -0.17 
BOOK2. I am likely to book hotels through X 7.45 1.81 -0.75 0.80 
Intention to spread WOM (Bravo et al., 2018)     
WOM1. I am likely to say good things about X 7.59 1.81 -1.05 1.63 
WOM2. I would recommend X to my family 7.56 1.92 -1.07 1.41 
WOM3. If my friends were looking for a hotel, I would tell them to use X 7.48 1.93 -0.92 0.79 
Intention to create content (Banks et al., 2010)     
CREATE1. I intend to share information on X about my experiences in 
hotels 
4.43 2.98 -0.11 -1.17 
CREATE2. In the future, I would like to write comments or upload photos 
about my next trip 
3.88 3.07 0.14 -1.26 
CREATE3. In my next trip, I would like to review the hotels I book 5.07 2.95 -0.30 -1.03 
Intention to provide feedback (Kumar and Pansari, 2016)     
FEEDBACK1. I would provide feedback to X about my experiences 4.32 3.05 -0.03 -1.26 
FEEDBACK2. I would provide suggestions to X about their current 
services 
4.49 2.87 -0.05 -1.00 
FEEDBACK3. I would provide suggestions to X for developing new 
services 
4.25 2.95 0.02 -1.14 
Intention to give referrals (Kumar and Pansari, 2016)     
REFERRAL1. I would invite others to use X if I receive referral benefits 
(points, money, discounts) for it 
7.19 2.91 -0.99 0.02 
REFERRAL2. I would encourage other people to use X not only for its 
value, but for the referral incentives 
7.00 2.88 -0.96 -0.01 
REFERRAL3. I would like to obtain referral incentives to invite friends 
and family to use X 
7.69 2.77 -1.27 0.78 











Self-efficacy 6.98 7.15 7.23 7.12 0.551 
Satisfaction 7.55 7.65 7.74 7.65 0.401 
Search 7.65 7.70 7.31 7.55 1.708 
Book 7.24 7.41 6.90 7.18 2.121 
WOM 7.35 7.65 7.64 7.55 1.076 
Content 4.55 4.57 4.27 4.46 0.424 
Feedback 4.55 4.45 4.06 4.36 1.041 
Referrals 6.76 7.14 8.00 7.30 6.444*** 






Table 4. Results of regressions  
(N=346) SEARCH BOOK WOM CONTENT FEEDBACK REFERRALS 
β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value 
Model 1 
(M1) 
Constant  5.012***  4.073***  1.695*  -0.003  0.188  2.160** 
SELF 0.282 5.528*** 0.184 3.522*** 0.108 2.425** 0.292 4.462*** 0.233 3.521*** 0.024 0.376 
SAT 0.386 7.454*** 0.421 7.949*** 0.685 15.194*** 0.119 1.794* 0.149 2.210** 0.443 6.918*** 
Model 2 
(M2) 
Constant  3.867***  3.081***  1.695*  -0.544  -0.522  3.158*** 
SELF 0.288 5.690*** 0.189 3.634*** 0.106 2.380** 0.297 4.536*** 0.240 3.633*** 0.013 0.216 
SAT 0.394 7.653*** 0.428 8.112*** 0.684 15.153*** 0.126 1.887* 0.157 2.336** 0.431 6.812*** 
GENX 0.116 2.518** 0.091 1.927* -0.035 -0.867 0.089 1.488 0.123 2.053** -0.186 -3.293*** 
GENY 0.096 2.081** 0.101 2.131** 0.019 0.473 0.078 1.311 0.093 1.547 -0.132 -2.323** 
M1-Adjusted R2 0.466 0.440 0.595 0.117 0.096 0.182 
M2-Adjusted R2 0.474 0.446 0.594 0.119 0.103 0.203 
M1-F (Sig.) 51.095*** 46.218*** 85.329*** 8.640*** 7.116*** 13.752*** 
M2-F (Sig.) 39.789*** 35.699*** 64.223*** 6.818*** 5.943*** 12.018*** 
M2/M1 F var. (Sig.) 3.578** 2.729* 0.962 1.305 2.265 5.677*** 







Table 5. Interaction effects (model 3) 
(N=346) SEARCH BOOK WOM CONTENT FEEDBACK REFERRALS 
β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value β (St.) t-value 
Constant  2.877***  2.408**  1.224  -0.999  -1.112  1.091 
SELF 0.300 3.374*** 0.228 2.524** -0.020 -0.259 0.210 1.822* 0.278 2.390** 0.059 0.539 
SAT 0.321 3.567*** 0.328 3.567*** 0.773 9.904*** 0.265 2.271** 0.218 1.852* 0.469 4.250*** 
GENX 0.134 2.487** 0.089 1.625 0.003 0.072 0.070 1.003 0.122 1.734* -0.162 -2.453** 
GENY 0.076 1.467 0.095 1.802* 0.016 0.352 0.055 0.825 0.060 0.884 -0.093 -1.467 
SELFxSAT 0.021 0.244 0.085 0.991 0.000 0.003 -0.010 -0.089 -0.056 -0.509 -0.021 -0.206 
SELFxGENX 0.044 0.543 0.058 0.698 0.191 2.717*** 0.134 1.275 0.013 0.119 0.008 0.084 
SELFxGENY -0.048 -0.714 -0.097 -1.404 0.027 0.463 0.063 0.722 -0.048 -0.536 -0.085 -1.026 
SATxGENX -0.014 -0.170 0.036 0.437 -0.156 -2.232** -0.189 -1.799* -0.122 -1.153 -0.127 -1.286 
SATxGENY 0.125 1.801* 0.145 2.051** -0.060 -0.989 -0.055 -0.611 0.005 0.056 -0.018 -0.210 
SELFxSATxGENX -0.053 -0.681 -0.022 -0.279 -0.087 -1.275 0.044 0.437 0.020 0.195 -0.047 -0.487 
SELFxSATxGENY 0.051 0.732 0.010 0.148 -0.004 -0.063 0.077 0.848 0.114 1.252 -0.116 -1.357 
Adjusted R2 0.473 0.452 0.605 0.114 0.097 0.210 
F (Sig.) 21.653*** 19.987*** 36.170*** 3.973*** 3.471*** 7.119*** 
F var. (Sig.)1 0.956 1.558 2.232** 0.761 0.689 1.405 
Note: F-var. compare the full model against the model that only includes direct effects.                     * p<0.10; ** p≤ 0.05; *** p≤ 0.001    
 
